This paper examines regional disparity in India from the perspective of the smallest geographical unit for which a consisent set of data is available: the district. By doing so, we are able to focus on pockets of deprivation rather than viewing deprivation as a phenomenom affecting a state or a region in its entirety: "forward" states have deprived districts while "backward" states have districts which are not deprived.
Introduction
In the wake of the high rates of GDP growth in both China and in India over the past 15 years or so -which have followed the progressive liberalisation of their respective economies and the economic and structural reforms which they have undertaken to secure this -an issue that is of growing concern in both countries is that of regional disparities. The disparity between Northwest China and the Southern Coastal Provinces has received much attention (Fujita and Hu, 2001; Bao et. al, 2002; Demurger et. al., 2001; Cai et. al., 2002) ) while, in India, it is the disparity between its "forward" and "backward" states and between its broad geographical areas (East versus West; North versus South) which is often emphasised (Misra, 2001; Kurian, 2001 ). Moreover, in measuring these inter-regional disparities in China and India, most commentators have emphasised regional (per-capita) income to the exclusion of other, broader, indicators of welfare.
It is now fairly widely accepted that income is not an end in itself but, instead, a means to achieving the much broader goal of "human development" and that, towards achieving this goal, non-economic factors -such as levels of crime, the position of women, respect for human rights etc. -may, in addition to income, make an important contribution. In order to breathe life into this perspective, the UNDP regularly publishes, as part of its annual Human Development Report, a ranking of over 100 countries in terms of their values of the Human Development Index (HDI). This index, while having GDP performance as one of its components, also takes into account countries' "achievements" with regard to educational (for example, literacy rates) and health-related (for example, infant mortality rates) outcomes 1 . 'Well being', so conceived, may be related to income but it is also quite distinct from it.
Against this background, this study"s first point of departure from existing work on regional disparities in India is that unlike most studies, which focus on states and configurations of states, it examines such disparity from the perspective of the smallest geographical unit for which a consisent set of data is available: the district 2 .
By doing so, it is able to focus on pockets of deprivation rather than viewing deprivation as a phenomenom affecting a state or a region in its entirety: "forward"
states have deprived districts while "backward" states have districts which are not deprived.
3 Second, consistent with the United Nations" Human Development Index, this study examines deprivation from a broader perspective than that of simply income.
More specifically, we look at six indicators of district-level deprivation the data. The first of these indicators is taken from Bhandari and Dubey (2003) and remaining five were obtained from Debroy and Bhandari (2004) .:
1. The poverty rate: the proportion of households in a district who are below the poverty line. 1 In the Human Development Index devised by the United Nations Development Programme, China, with a score of 0.745 (out of a possible 1), comes 94th out of 177 countries. India, with 0.595, comes 127 th (The Economist, March 3 rd , 2005) . 2 There are 593 districts in India with a District Commisioner (or District Collector) acting as the administative head of each district. The median and mean populations of these 593 districts were, respectively, 1.47 and 1.73 million persons: the most and the least populous districts were Medinipur in West Bengal (population: 9, 638, 473) and Yanam in Pondicherry (population: 31,362) 3 There are alternative ways in which one could classify a district as backward. For example a list of most backward districts could be prepared based on propotion of Scheduled Tribe and Scheduled caste population who are arguably the most deprived groups. In this paper we have chosen a more objective critierion which is based on measurements of development outcomes. e.g. poverty incidence used by the Planning Commission, Government of India earlier (Debroy and Bhandari, 2004) , literacy rates etc. 4 the national incidence for that attribute (X) can be written as a weighted average of the district incidence: 
Gender Equality
Suppose that the value of an attribute differs between men and women.
Specifically, suppose that the attribute is literacy and that the average male and female literacy rates in district k (respectively, M k X and F k X ) are not equal. Therefore, in assessing the "achievement" of a district with respect to literacy, we should reduce its overall literacy rate to take account of inequality in literacy rates between men and women. The question is: by how much?
The answer to this question depends on how averse we are to inequality. In his seminal paper on income inequality, Atkinson (1970) argued that we (society)
would be prepared to accept a reduction in average income, provided the lower income was equally distributed, from a higher average income which was unequally distributed 9 .
As Anand and Sen (1997) 
The 100 Most Backward Districts
Tables 1-6 rank the 100 districts which perform most badly in terms of each of the six indicators of backwardness, discussed earlier. These tables show that: nine of the 10 districts in India with the highest poverty rates were from Orissa (Table 1) ; six of the 10 districts with the highest rates of food scarcity were from Arunachal Pradesh (Table 2) ; four of the 10 ten districts with the lowest literacy rates were from Bihar ( Table 3) ; five of the 10 districts with the lowest immunisation rates were either from Bihar or from Jharkhand 11 , and three were from tribal areas in the North-East 12 (Table   4) ; the seven districts with the highest infant mortality rates were from Orissa 13 (Table 5) ; and, all the 10 districts with the lowest sex ratios were from Punjab or Haryana (Table 6 ).
The message that emerges from these tables is that different districts were "most backward" on different metrics. Districts in Orissa were the poorest; districts in 10  is the measure of inrequality aversion: the greater its value the greater the distance between average achievement and inequality-adjusted achievement. and districts in Punjab and Haryana had the lowest (0-6 years) sex ratios. 
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On the basis of equal weights (Table 7) , the 10 most backward districts in India were:Upper Subansisri, Tirap, Lower Subansiri, West Kameng, Papum Pare (all from Arunachal Pradesh); Rayagada and Baudh (both from Orissa); Sahibganj and Kodarma (both from Jharkhand); and Champawat (Uttaranchal). On the basis of unequal weights (Table 8) , Changlang (from Arunachal Pradesh) was added to, and Sahibganj (Jharkhand) was deleted from, the list of the 10 most backward districts in India were.
The reason that districts in Arunachal Pradesh came out so badly in the backwardness ratings is because of the high incidence of food scarcity in these districts compared to the Indian average: while less than 3 percent of households in India did not have enough food for all their members, the mean incidence of food scarcity in the 10 districts where food scarcity was most acute was 31.6 percent, 8 implying a mean value of k j I of 1185 for these 10 districts. By constrast, while the allIndia poverty rate was 25.6 percent, the mean poverty rate in the 10 poorest districts was 74 percent, implying a mean value of k j I of 286 for these 10 districts. Lastly, in terms of the sex ratio of 0-6 year olds, five states (Gujarat; Haryana;
Punjab; Rajasthan; and Uttar Pradesh) contributed 72 districts.
Inequality Decomposition by Region
Suppose that the sample of K districts is grouped as R mutually exclusive "regions" (indexed, r=1. ..R) with K r districts in each region. For a specific attribute,
represent the vector of its incidence in, respectively, all the districts in sample (k=1…K) and the districts in region r (k=1…K r ) for r=1. ..R.
Then an inequality index, ( ; ) JK x , defined over the vector x is said to be additively decomposable if:
where: ( ; ) JK x represents the overall level of inequality; ( ; ) r JK r x represents the level of inequality within region r; A -expressed as the weighted sum of the inequality in each region, w r being the weights -and B represent, respectively, the within-group and the between-group contribution to overall inequality.
If, indeed, inequality can be "additively decomposed" along the lines of equation (3) above, then, as Cowell and Jenkins (1995) have shown, the proportionate contribution of the between-group component (B) to overall inequality is the income inequality literature"s analogue of the R 2 statistic used in regression analysis: the size of this contribution is a measure of the amount of inequality that can be "explained"
by the factor (or factors) used to subdivide the sample (gender; maternal literacy status etc.).
Only inequality indices which belong to the family of Generalised Entropy
Indices are additively decomposable (Shorrocks, 1980) . These indices are defined by a parameter  and, when =0, the weights are the population shares of the different groups; since the weights sum to unity, the within-group contribution A of equation (3) is a weighted average of the inequality levels within the groups. When =0, the inequality index takes the form:
The inequality index defined in equation (4) is known as the Theil"s (1967) Mean Logarithmic Deviation (MLD) and, because of its attractive features in terms of the interpretation of the weights, it was the one used in this study to decompose inequality in attribute incidence between the districts in India.
The analysis of inequality decomposition focues on the 18 major states in India and the initial division of districts was by districts which belonged to the "forward states" (Andhra Pradesh, Gujarat, Haryana, Karnataka, Kerala, Maharashtra, and Tamil Nadu) and and those which were in the "backward states" (Assam, Bihar, Chattisgarh, Jharkhand, Himachal Pradesh, Madhya Pradesh, Orissa, Rajasthan, Uttar
Pradesh, Uttaranchal, and West Bengal). 14 Table 10 The next two columns of Table 10 show the within and between group contributions to overall inequality where, of course, the two groups were "forward"
and "backward" states. Inequality within forward and backward states in the distrctwise distribution of poverty rates (term A in equation (3)) contributed 77 percent, and inequality between forward and backward states (term B in equation (3) ). To put it differenty, 23 percent of overall inter-district inequality in poverty rates could be attibuted to the fact that the mean poverty rate in forward states (15.8 percent) was lower than that in backward states (33.4 percent). Table 10 shows that the between group ("forward" versus "backward" states) contribution to inequality was greatest for the values of the backwardness index with equal weights (when 41 percent of overall inter-district inequality in these values was due to differences in mean values between "forward" and "backward" states) and next greatest for the values of the backwardness index with unequal weights (when 34 percent of overall inter-district inequality in these values was due to differences in mean values between "forward" and "backward" states). Table 11 shows the within-and between-group contributions to inequality when the districts are grouped by four regions: "northern forward states" (Gujarat, Haryana, Maharashtra, and Punjab); "southern forward states" (Andhra Pradesh, Karnataka, Kerala, and Tamil Nadu); "eastern backward states" (Assam, Orissa, and West Bengal); "central backward states" (Bihar, Chattisgarh, Jharkhand, Himachal Pradesh, Madhya Pradesh, Rajasthan, Uttar Pradesh, and Uttaranchal)). The most significant change, over the earlier "forward" versus "backward" states grouping", was the large contribution that differences between the four regions, in the mean values of their sex ratios, made to overall inter-district inequality in the distribution of the sex ratio: nearly half of inequality in the inter-district distribution of the sex ratio could now be attributed to differences between regions compared to ony 2 percent when a two-region grouping was adopted.
When the division was between "forward"and "backward" states, the northern "forward" states, with low sex ratios, were grouped with southern "forward" states, with high sex ratios: consequently, the average sex ratio for the "forward" states (909) was not very different from that of the "backward" states (936) (see Table 10 ).
However, when, under a four-region grouping, the northern and southern "forward"
states were considered separately, there was a considerable difference between the mean sex ratio of northern "forward" states and that of the other regions.
Inequality Decomposition by Backwardness Component
The fact that the values of the backwardness index (equation (2) Table 12 shows that interdistrict inequality in poverty rates contributed 16.8 percent, and inter-district inequality in food scarcity rates contributed 63.3 percent, to inequality in the values of the backwardness index; on the other hand, inter-district inequality in the sex ratio reduced inequality in the values of the backwardness index by 0.7 percent.
Conclusions
In this paper we examined regional disparity in India from the perspective of the smallest administartive and geographical units, the district. We used comparable published data on six indicatorts for 593 districts. The six indicatirs of deprivation that we usd in our analysis are: the poverty rate; the food scarcity rate; the (gendersensitive) literacy rate; the infant mortality rate; the immunisation rate; and the sex ratio for 0-6 year olds. This exrecise enabled us to focus on pockets of deprivation within states rather than viewing deprivation as a phenomenom affecting a state or a region in its entirety.
The central conclusion that emerges from this study is that different districts were "most backward" on different metrics. Districts in Orissa were the poorest; districts in Arunchal Pradesh had the highest rates of food scarcity; districts in Bihar and Jharkhand had the lowest rates of literacy, tribal districts in the North-East, along with districts in Bihar and Jharkhand, had the lowest rates of immunisation; districts in Orissa, Madhya Pradesh and Uttar Pradesh had the highest rates of infant mortality;
and districts in Punjab and Haryana had the lowest (0-6 years) sex ratios. The analyses carried out in this paper, thus, provide important insight for policy and suggest that the effots could be more focussed on these states if Millenium Development Goals targets are to be met as stipulated. Table 6 The 100 Districts in India with the Lowest Sex Ratios Table 7 The 100 most "Backward" Districts in India (equal weight scoring) * The percentage contribution that inequality in the distribution of component j makes to inequality in the overall index. C 1 j is the amount of inequality that would be observed if inequality in the distribution of the jth component was the only source of inequality. C 2 j is the amount by which inequality would be reduced if inequality in the distribution of the jth component was eliminated.
